Abstract
Introduction
This article aims to highlight the shift in contemporary international affairs, in which more states present themselves as active participants, and where emerging states enjoy an influence beyond their immediate region. They do this by challenging the dominance of "old" great powers.
However, there are different interpretations of the current state of affairs.
According to Gratius (2008: 1) , there are three general tendencies: a new international order being simultaneously uni-and multipolar; the rise of Asian countries, namely India, China and Japan; and the (re) enforcement of the nation, state and religion. This increasingly multipolar world might be strongly correlated with the influence of " [A] sianisation in the economy and consequently in the political power" (Kurečić and Kampmark 2016: 91) . Furthermore, they predict that the rise of contender states will be increasingly greater than the rise of dominant states. This will keep feeding into the right circumstances for the creation of a "truly multipolar world in the first half of the 21st century" (ibid).
The article argues that a multipolarity is emerging not only in international relations, but also in the hosting of the Olympic Games (see more in : Grix and Lee 2013: 3) . For the most part, International Relations (IR) did not ignore the relevance of hosting the Games, which is also the main focus of this article. Particularly, there has been a lot of research exploring the economics behind the organisation of major sporting events (McBride 2016; Brunet and Xinwen 2008 , Osada et al. 2016 , Preuss 2004 , Baade and Matheson 2015 . Although sport does not represent the most frequent research interest among IR scholars, with its global outreach and the impact on international relations and a state's soft power, there has been an increase in the number of works focusing on the relationship between sports and politics (Houlihan 1994, Levermore and Budd 2004; Allison 1986 , Allison 1993 , Arnaud and Riordan 1998 , Riordan and Krüger 1999 . This article contributes to this trend by analysing emerging states' Olympic diplomacy as a soft power tool in the multipolar world.
The first question to address when speaking about the role of the Olympics Games is why they are being used as a case study to explore the concept of multipolarity? It is primarily because the Olympics represent the biggest sporting event in the world, while the outreach of the Games and the International Olympic Committee (IOC) into areas outside of sport is unmatched. "The Games symbolise one of the largest single gatherings of humans, sporting games, festivals, rituals and grand spectacle all wrapped in one intense, colourful and often controversial extravaganza" (Kelly in Kelly and Brownell 2011: 1) , while the IOC with its status presents itself as a diplomatic actor in the international community. The article therefore argues that by hosting and participating at the Olympics, and by using Olympic diplomacy, emerging states may signal future opportunities of enhancing their agency in global multipolar affairs (Grix and Lee 2013) .
The article addresses several issues: first and foremost, the reasons behind The main hypotheses are the following:
• Although mega sporting events represent cultural, economic and political phenomena considered as "main contributors to the unifying process of globalization" (Koorep 2016) , sport is never detached from the concept of nation. This means that the Olympic Games and Olympic diplomacy contribute to the heterogeneous side of globalisation by reinforcing national sentiment, nationalist ideas and identities, particularly in the case of emerging states.
• The world is becoming increasingly multipolar, which is mirrored in the hosting of mega sporting events being awarded to emerging countries. Using Olympic diplomacy and winning the bidding process for the Olympics sends out a signal of change in the international community.
Theoretical framework
To define the structure of current international affairs, one needs to start with the term 'polarity'. "Polarity is a distribution of power among actors in the international system" (Toje 2010: 7) . According to Mearsheimer (2001: 4) "unipolarity is a system with only one great power, which needs to be able to put up a 'serious fight' against the leading state". Monteiro (2014: 8) argues that the international system will remain unipolar, "as long as the United States remain the only state with substantial global power capacity, or as long as Beijing chooses not to use its resources to develop a superpower's military capability." Multipolarity, on the other hand, refers to a "[d]istribution of power in which more than two powers have comparable amounts of military, cultural and economic influence". It is characterised by the absence of supranational organising principles (Toje 2010: 7) .
According to Buzan's (2004: 69) prediction, the United States (US) "has been the only superpower and there are no other candidates on the horizon for that status for at least a couple of decades." In his work he coded Russia, China, Japan and the European Union as great powers.
On the other hand, many authors argue that with the shift towards multipolarity, a singular category of a "superpower" and emerging powers are defining a new plural category, that of "great powers". This new category could potentially consist of countries such as the US, China, India, Japan, Russia and the European Union. According to Cooper and Alexandroff (2010: 2) , multipolarity emerges from several shifts within the contemporary global order. Firstly, the US dominated liberal international order is being seriously challenged. Secondly, international institutions are facing a fundamental crisis of efficiency. Thirdly, there are serious issues regarding leadership. And fourthly and finally, the world is witnessing the emergence of new powers, namely in China, India and Brazil. Stephens (2009) uses the phrase "the crunching and gridding of geopolitical plates" for all the above-mentioned changes and all the new actors emerging on the global scene. Adding to this, we may add the hosting of the Olympic Games which has shifted from the West to the emerging states.
However, one might ask which states can actually be called emerging powers? According to Cooper and Flemes (2013: 945) , several countries can be perceived as such, as there is no precise definition of countries within this club. Therefore, different acronyms are both used and contested, such as BRIC 1 , BRICS 2 , BASIC 3 , and BRICSAM 4 . In this article, the BRICS states are being referred to as the emerging powers.
We understand globalisation as a concept which captures complex interrelations between the local and the global introduced and explained among others by Brannagan and Giulianotti (2015: 705) with the concept of 'glocalisation' and 'glocal consciousness', which refers to "how nationstates position themselves vis-a vis processes of globalization". This is particularly evident from using Olympic diplomacy by emerging states in order to change their international image, strengthen their national identity, or to position themselves on the global stage, which will be further addressed in the article.
In many cases, hosting the Games is perceived as a strategy relying on soft power. However, Nye's concept, applied to the case of the US is challenging to apply to all other cases. Namely, the results of soft power strategy often take much longer and its instruments are not fully under the control of governments (Nye in Cooper et al. 2013: 568) . According to Shambaugh (2013) 
The Olympic Games as the intersection of nationalism, globalization and universal values
Debates about the nation-states and globalisation are very common in IR literature (Berger; , Reis 2004 Smith 2001) . Anderson (2006: 3) argues that "nation-ness is the most universally-legitimate value in the political life of our time" while globalists "underline the weakening of the territorial boundaries of nation-states due to the certain economic, political and social forces being able to elude nation-state control". Concepts of nationalism and globalisation are themselves being disputed. Some scholars even reject the globalisation paradigm. Bairner (2001: 5-6 ), on the contrary, argues that: "we live in a post-national world in which distinctive identities based on the idea of nation are being eroded and an everincreasing homogenization is occurring".
The area in which nationalism and globalisation are much-discussed concepts is the study of sport. Therefore, this section of the article investigates the extent to which hosting of the Olympic Games can be used for the strengthening of national identity and the expression of nationalism by the emerging states in the context of globalisation.
Namely, one cannot disconnect nationalism from competition, as the basis of the Olympic Games is built on the premise of nation-states and national organisations, while also underscoring the ethos of the Games as human unity (Malia 2014: 3).
Allison ( interests of making the finals to look out for a fellow competitor" (Imray 2016 ). They have been praised for embodying the Olympic spirit (Roy 2016) . This proves the universal spirit of the Olympic Games, which is additionally strengthened by Maguire (2009: 5-6) , who argues that "given the growth in the multiplicity of linkages that transcend the nation-states,
we may be at the earliest stages of the development of a "transnational culture" or a "global culture". Koorep (2016:17) takes the view that "the mega sporting events provide us with a magnifying glass on the process of globalization".
To summarize: firstly, globalisation in sport is a reality, due to virtually omnipresent modes of communication. Around 342 million people watched the opening ceremony of the Rio Games in 2016, while the Beijing opening had more than 1 billion viewers (Roxborough 2016) . Secondly, the rules of the game are understood by almost everyone. Thirdly, global sports present an excellent equaliser from the equal opportunities perspective.
Namely, sport is supposed to be available to everyone, at least its basic forms or its amateur level (Marmolejo 2012 The use of Olympic diplomacy by the host emerging states, aiming to reinforce national sentiment, national ideas and identities, which proves sport is never detached from the concept of nation, is particularly vivid.
We claim that Olympic Games hosted by China, Brazil and Russia point at the heterogeneous side of globalisation, where Olympic diplomacy is used as a soft power tool to promote national interests. A country's initial ambition is to participate at the Olympic Games, which is followed by the incentive to host the Games and finally to win more medals to become a leading Olympic power.
Olympic diplomacy at the Beijing, Sochi and Rio Olympic Games However, it used the Games to underscore exceptionalism, to restore the pride in its tradition and promote a set of ideas that would appeal also to states disconnected from the Western dominance. The process of organising the Games for China had to balance between international openness and nationalist tendencies. It was also supposed to create the perception of contemporary China as a world power without being labelled as "the sick man of East Asia" (Tan and Houlihan 2013: 134) .
Athletes and coaches were dispatched abroad, aiming to improve their performance and skills, simultaneously with welcoming foreign coaches to bring new knowledge and resources. 10 Xu (2006: 92) argues that "sport has been another frontier of New China's struggle for international legitimacy and prestige". Except from serving these foreign policy goals, Olympic diplomacy was also used to consolidate China's nationalism resulting with the government gaining more popularity and support, or by convincing the domestic audience of its legitimacy legitimacy. After China re-joined the . According to Müller (2011 Müller ( : 2095 , the Sochi Games have been characterised as Putin's "pet idea" with the Games having a twofold purpose: using Olympic diplomacy "to send a signal of strength and pride" to Russia's international 12 The two other selected contenders for hosting the Games were Pyeongchang and Salzburg.
audience, legitimising Putin's rule, and showing Russia as a strong global player (Haus 2014) . Russia decided to focus the opening ceremony on its contribution to universal values, literature and music, while simultaneously highlighting its power. This was done by showing the most progressive actors and stabilising events from its history (Gorenburg 2014) . Additionally, the recent scandalous revelations of alleged state involvement in doping cover-ups at the Sochi 2014 Olympic Games and the suspension of Russian athletes from the Rio Olympics, reaffirm that sport, national interests and the Olympic Games are connected. According to Ford (2014) "the outcome of the Olympics has always had implications for national prestige, especially for Russia "whose Olympic success has risen and fallen in step with its changing geopolitical fortune" (Ford 2014) . Instead, the Sochi
Games not only affirmed Putin's popular status but worked to legitimise his government (Munt 2015: 42) . This strong effort is evident from the fact that Russia participated at the Games with 232 athletes winning 33 medals and ending up in first place, which is the same result achieved at the Olympics held in 1994 in Lillehammer (Olympic.it 2017) . 
Brazil's Olympic diplomacy dates from the beginnings of the Modern
Olympics and from always being represented at the IOC. The bidding for the Olympic Games in 2016 marked Brazil's fifth attempt, but for the first time it went to the second round (Almeida et al. 2014 (Olympic.it 2017) .
Aforementioned experiences from using Olympic diplomacy and hosting the Games highlight the role of the nation-state and the opportunity given to emerging countries to use sport as a tool for promoting their national interests, national identity, and in most cases, to display their nationalism.
It confirms the role of sports in supporting a state-centric approach. From the comprehensive analysis presented here, one can see the Olympic
Games as an intersection of nationalism, globalisation, and universal values. Therefore, we can conclude that as much as sport contributes to the unifying process of globalisation, it also strengthens the concept of nation by promoting national identities and interests.
Multipolarity, emerging states and hosting the Olympic Games
The hosting of the Games represents great prestige, given that 29 Summer
Games have been held in just 19 countries, and 22 Winter Games have been hosted by a total of 11 countries (seven of which also hosted the Summer Games). In 121 years, ending with the Summer Olympic Games held in Brazil in 2016, 45 out of 51 Olympics were organised in Europe, North and Central America and Australia.
Pierre de Coubertin, founder of the modern Olympic Games, saw them as a tool to overcome social inequalities, and a way for economically disadvantaged people to access sport. However, despite his intentions, "the Games have been dominated by a handful of states and by Euro-centrism" (IPSA.org 2016). Furthermore, in terms of hosting these events -producing and marketing the sports equipment, controlling the sports federations or relevant decision-making -it is the West that dominates.
There is a belief, among western politicians and bureaucrats, "that the Games should go only to countries that conform to western ideals of democracy and human rights" (Brownell 2014 ).
After London 2012, the Olympic Games are or will be hosted outside the 22% in Beijing, 20% in London and 19% in Rio) . However, India presents the greatest counter-example in showing that political multipolarity and sports multipolarity are "cast from the same mould". Furthermore, Russia and China are the only BRICS countries represented at the top 10 medal winner list from 2000 onwards.
Confirming the influence of political shifts in sport, Pound (2004: 198-199) argues that for some members of the IOC the starting point for deciding on the host city are geopolitical considerations. There is always a vivid discussion whether the country was selected only because of its achievements, or if it was perceived as a part of the wider region.
According to Wallerstein (2009) to join the advanced Western capitalist states, but "to indicate its shift from a regional actor to a global actor in international affairs" (Grix and Lee 2013: 14) . There are always disputes whether the host country also presents a wider region. Brazil, with the significant power, acted as a "rare island of stability in a region of turmoil" (Fendrick 2013: 25) . Its significance was also reaffirmed by the IOC statement that the bid for the 2016 Games "was not only national, but also of South America, a continent that never hosted the Games" (Almeida et al. 2014 ).
Another case of multipolar trends is Beijing hosting the Games. According to Grix and Lee (2013: 12) , "China's Olympics could be read as an attempt to present the nation that has shifted from being a regional superpower to a global power". Breslin (2013: 623) argues that "China has become a more active and involved actor in global affairs not attempting to be part of a core, occupied by advanced capitalist states, but rather an emerging, alternative power to those in the West." "Unlike Brazil, which called forth message of both regional and national development, China was in it for the good of China" (Fendrick 2013: 34) . However, according to some authors, the Beijing Games also had regional significance and were used "to bring an Asian dimension to the Olympics" (Kelly in Kelly and Brownell 2011: 2) , by presenting only the fifth games held in Asia (Tokyo 1964 , Sapporo 1972 , Nagano 1998 , Seoul 1988 and Beijing 2008 .
Finally, the Sochi Games were "all about Russia's return to power and more indicative of a post-Cold War rise of Russia, than it is of regional development" (Fendrick 2013:30) .
Although the five rings represent the continents participating at the games, Africa is still a blank space on the Olympic hosting map. Developing countries have been excluded and marginalised from hosting the Games, through a very expensive bidding and hosting process and the role of geopolitics, although the Olympic ideal promotes sport as being available to all people on all continents.
Developing countries, especially those in sub-Saharan Africa, must overcome many challenges to reach their goal of hosting the Games. four Games. What these countries have in common, despite their many differences, is that they have all become emerging players in multipolar international relations.
Conclusion
The three case-studies presented in this article clearly show that except from the unifying pattern, the Olympic Games are also a reflection of particular national interests and the strive for power, especially among emerging states. The appearance of some of the BRICS states as Olympic host nations follows the shift to multipolarity as evident within international relations.
One of the reasons behind this trend, except from particular national interest, geopolitics and emerging new powers on the global stage, are the interest groups in search of new markets and the role of geoeconomics.
Firstly, the cost of the Games presents the main argument why they are moving away from the developed West. Having in mind that a city's nor a country's government "receives no direct revenues from hosting the Olympics, the financial revenues must come from a Games-generated economic boost and increased tourism " (Koorep 2016: 33) . Therefore, developed countries, which already have high-income economies have very little to win from hosting the Games.
Secondly, the Olympic hosting costs for BRICS countries, where resources are scarce and the fiscal balance more fragile are far greater. Scholars analysing the economics of hosting sporting mega-events warn "that such events fail to deliver the 'economic bonanza' promised by the event organisers, and that the benefits and costs are disproportionally shared" (Baade and Matheson 2015: 1) . However, with each bidder trying to outdo the others, expenditures increased (Zimbalist 2015: 1) .
Thirdly, there is the new market hypothesis. The hosting of mega-events presents an intensified competition for public attention and investment.
Companies strive to associate themselves with the Games, in an effort to gain access to new markets with high profit potential. Therefore, a part of the rationale behind the choice for the Olympic Games' hosts is the geopolitics of expanding markets (Müller and Steyaert in Munoz 2013: 139-140) , with India, China and Brazil being among the four largest economies by 2030 (Grix and Lee 2013: 14) . There are also corporate sponsors, who see the interest in their involvement in financing mega-events by selling products and reaching the largest potential market. According to Baade and Matheson (2015: 7) , the global audience for the Summer Olympics is around 3.2 billion people. It is why a conclusion can be made that "multinational sponsors now want to target the emerging economies around the world rather than battling over one or two market share points in the oversaturated west" (Gibson 2010) . Therefore, BRICS as the engine of the global market, represents a fertile ground for sponsors (Kirillov 2008: 38) .
Fourthly, the bidding countries' nominal GDP might be considered as a factor, as well. Economic development was the idea behind the BRICS countries' desire to host the Olympics, the World Cup or the Commonwealth Games. Together, BRICS "hold more than 40% of the world's population and about 20% of the world's GDP" (Menhart 2016) . Curi et al. (2011) argue that a "BRICS-style of hosting sports mega-events may be emerging". 14 These states "have shown that they are not backward or incompetent, thereby challenging the developed states" (Fendrick 2013: 25) .
According to the analysis presented in this paper, it is evident that the world of sports is a reflection of the world of politics. It is becoming There are evident differences between emerging countries in terms of hosting the Games, as well as other parameters, which are decisive for the shifting trends in the world of sports. Except for the geopolitical dimension of selecting the host country by recognising the hierarchy of the IOC as the supreme authority in all matters related to the Games (as well as the state of world politics), there is also a geo-economic dimension. This includes broadcast revenues and corporate sponsorships that acknowledge the capacity of sports to attract large audiences.
These, along with the membership structure of the IOC, profit oriented sponsors, and other particular interests demonstrate the interconnection between geo-economics and the world of sports.
Finally, in many cases, hosting the Games is perceived as an Olympic diplomacy strategy and a soft power tool. Nations and cities seek to host the Games with the expectation that it will significantly boost their economies. However, scholars seem to agree that the benefits of hosting are generally not substantial enough to ensure an economic shift. 15 The payoff might be realised only in the long run. According to Zimbalist (2015) "the main legacy consists of white elephants that cost billions to build and millions annually to maintain, along with mountains of debt that must be paid back over ten to thirty years."
15 Of the $3.85 billion from television rights in the period from 2009-2012, 56 percent came from the U.S. right fees. It is striking that the IOC does not share a large portion of the generated revenue with the Organizing Committee (less than 50 percent of the TV revenue) (Zimbalist 2015 
